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k :  ° ABSTRACT ls, . ~ os 
, a er 43 -* . 
This research sought to datepaine the Sarsdeatve impact of 
Toulmin's categories of message dovatcnnenbs Based upon a-review. | 
of literature or "backing for the warrarft(evidence)," "rebuttal ‘ 
‘ (two-sided messages)," and "qualifier (message-recei ver discrepancy’) ," 
hypotheses were formulated. . i ~ ti 

, The most persuasive form of message development was that = 


which employed backing and rebuttal (evidence and & two-sided 


" message). Additionally, it was found that two-sided messages - ae) 
' produced significant. attitude change only when accompanied by 
, evidence, am ) 
os ® 
’ -“~ : ; 
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AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY OF THE EFFECTS OF ¢ 
fo 3 TOULMIN'S PATTERN FOR ARGUMENT DEVELOPMENT 7” 
‘ “ON ATTITUDE CHANGE Dace A 


s ' 


gPesoite the growth in the amount of knowledge possesséd about 
the process of ‘communication, the impact of forms ot argument in” 
messages has been given shoe sis limited behavioral ‘attention, Perhaps 
‘ a major influence on the fatiure of behavioral. researchers to concern 
themselves with argumentative méssage development has been the near 
ustrpation of the subject by philosophers who hive seemed prone to 
rat ar reduce argument in Sorlinanteabt on to a priori mathematical forms,* 


Unfortunately for communication researchers, as Cronkhite (1969) noted: 


f°: 


"The study ‘of formal logical systems is not agheey to reveal to the 
speaker. the mechénics of human inference, whereas, empirical research a3 
may eventually do PS ae 191j.4* THe discovery of undelying patterns 
of persuasive development of argumentative messages may assist vin 
understanding some dynamics of messages in persuasive communication 
aepEoEaas formal logical systems are not ‘arbitrarily superimposed: 
on the behavior under tavastleation, 2 

A potentially useful system for sie aeudy of message development 
~ has been the model conceptualized initially by Stebhen Toulmin (1958). 

AYthough a ae Toulmin Pe jected amici logical forms ae 

indeed, the word, 'logic') and any, ‘attempts to reduce human inference 
to a priori systems designed to ascertain "correct" or Hngoneaat” 
[rutes of thought. Instead, Toulmin suggested a system for out Lining 

ideas in communication and isolating key factors of SEeLr Cevelopmonhy i« 
7 jes such, foulmin’s approach appears to be much ror@ sonauntentior 


oriented than other argumentative conceptions since it seems to be 


- peceiverscentered, situational, and field dependent (see Lewis, 1972, 
- .” : 


: | & » 


A b. : 
esp. 52). With his flexi ap roadh to the study of argumentative 
messages, preliminary andlysis of patterns of gideee development 

might be fully ‘undertaken. This paper reports a study. to help assess ° 
the persuasive éffects of hieunezes using the’ category system established 


- by Toulmin: for argument” developmprt, In keeping with Toulmin's 


perspective, the term logic! will not be referenced in order_to , ' 

emphasize SS a of. philosophicsi a prior! rules of "correct 

‘thought ." Instead, the term ‘aggument! will be used to reprenent - 

_.the key indepenident variable SPH RDORN Ae in’ this study. 

Food, of Problem a0 Rationale a Tes 2 i ) . 
In order to examine the complexities of Toulmin's message 


development notion,:a brief literature assessment. was made in. two 


; ce areas: (1) explanation of the. nature of the Toulmin category ” 


stem, and (2)’ review of research | relevant to hypothesizing a a ala 
impact of the Toulmin model approach to message development. p 
The Toulmin model marked a distinct change ‘in eonsitenation of . 
arguments in persuasive communication, Rejecting the syllogism as 
largely irrelevant to actual human cognition, Toulmin urged an end 
to the over-formalization of argument and "marketplace" reasoning 
(see Anderson Mortensen, 1963). . The utility of the felxible model ° 
has been expanded by some to ip means ‘by wedee effectiveness : 
in persuasion might be better achieved (see Scheidel, 19673 Terris, 
1968) At any rate, one may use a category system to determine 
‘the means by. which greatest attitude shinee may be induced | as well 
As an a posteriori analytic framework, without Pe eOn See the ‘ 
fundamental deneaorealianttons sf the model. rot _ 
In order’ to undepstand how an argument may ba developed one must 


note that two triads cémpose and define the conception of argument, 


> Cae -~ P 
The first triad is composed of data’ ("the facts we appeal to as a 


ee = 


foundation ‘for the claim{ Toulmin, 1958, De 971"), claim ("the- Gonelus 
sion whose merits we: are seeking to egsablish[Toulmin, 1958, pe 97 "), 
and warrant ("a general principle which says that the conclusion may 
be drawn from thecWatay. . .LWindes & Hastings, 1965, p. 158]"). 
Taken together, d&ta, hata nd’ warrant are the three indispensible 
units of proof (Ehninger ,& Brockriede, 1963, pe 99). Without any of | 
these units ones does not nye ab argument; perhaps an assertion or © 
some other statement, put not an argument. - . 

(an argument is at ifs stark minimum at the first triad level of 
message development. Three asaens onal parts may be added to ‘the first 
three indispensible units of roots backing for the warrant ("additional 
argument,, supporting evidence or evidence aliunde, needed to establish 
the warrant ( Freeley, 1972, p. 143}"), rebuttal ("the exceptional 
onditicns which might *be capable of def eating or rebutting the 

_ warranted conclusion[ Toulmin,. 1958, p. 101J") and qualifier ("the . 
strength Cof the clainjj conferred wy the warrant... C under] conditions 
of rebuttal[Toulmin, 1958, p. 101J"). This study focuges upon the . 
addition of the elements in the second\triad as' key methods of ; 


message development. a eae a x 


As they fit into the Toulmin layout, the advocate may add or 
délete various combinations of them to achieve persuasive effect. 
One might expect, however, that the more developed an argumentative © 
message is, the more persuasive it should be since it would seem to 
have provided a more complete case argumentatively. | Nevertheless, 
" such a Statement may invite some qualification, ‘ 
Mecroskey (1972, pp. 83-99) has developed a diagramatic plan | 
wrien modifies Toulmiin 'g* approach by locating the sources of rebutal 
(the data-claim, relationship, the. data-warrant relationship, the claim- 


warrant relationship, or the relationship of Crake chant, data-warrant, 


or warrant-claim to the rest of the argument). Although McCroskey's 
snaden puadides a conceptual advantage over Towlmin's model when the 

“notion of rebuttal locus, is included, McCroskey! 8 diagrans have not 
been developed enough at presen to allow a similarly clear view ea 

the eis of "backing for the warrant". and “Wqualifier to the claim." 

"As weswasily. nde research benefits from McCroskey's contributions 
but relies primarily on Toulmin's original system so that the key 


aspects of eeReEe developemtn dbicwling and qualifier) also may be! 


investigated for. their fapeoe on receiver attitudes. 


"GS Past literature on the three developmental elements of messages , 
may be @onsidered for each of the ‘message factors isolated for study. 


‘Backing’ for the warrant usually is in the form of evidénce in 
support for belief in the warrant. Evidence has been ‘conceptually 
defined _many ways, but one of the most useful definitions was bgGrosiees's 
(1967) viay that evidencé intludes: "Factual statements originating ae 
fon a source other than the speaker, objects wnot océated by the’ speaker, 
and the opinions of persons other than the speaker which are offered 

“4n support of the speaker's claims[p. 191]." Although sucha 
definition excludes Nant apoterenced observation (see Ostermeier, 1967), 
it is still a valuable definition since af refers to typical papRehe 


Y 


of evidence used by advocates. : 
\ . 


In his reveiw of cues | ne (1969) pointed out’ that 


some previous studies illustra ed the importance! of citing sources’ 
in a persuasive message, while others concluded that |supporting 
documentation appeared to make little difference, MeCroSkey argued 
that evidente effectiveness is actually an interaction of the ethos 
of the speaker and the snag he the evidence. Thus, moderate or © 
lowly eredible sources may enhance their credibility by citing 


‘expert sources, Highly credible sources, however, have little to 


gain by citing evidence from sources as credible or perhaps even 
léss credible than themselves, Fer Rope yarns. ‘neutral,' or LOWLY ; 
‘credible sources,: however. gvidense should be expected to produce 


sieniticant innediate attitude change provided the topic and 


hoe were not familiar to the receivers and ° the message nor 


poorly delivered. Thus, ina persuasive message before a randomly 
L assigned group of college-age receivers, one would expect eviderne 
to have a significant impact on attitude change. Given these — 
provisos, one would be ied to hypothesize significantly more attitude | 
change in the direction of the claim of the. persuasive communication 
when evidence is presented, than when no evidence (backing for warrant ) 
‘is presented. : = 
The rebuttal step of argument development has m examined by 
researchers investigating the effects of one- versus two-sided messages. 
Since this research has tended to address. itself to inoculation theory ° 
some of the findings seem only indirectly webated to we study of | 
‘ the immedi ate effects of messages. ; 
nevienas fe and Sheffield (1949) investignted the oe 
effectiveness of presenting only supportive evidence, versus including 
jOpRenine arguments. They found that reluctant audiences responded . 
more favorably when both sides of the issue were presefited, while a 
one-sided message was more effective when the aitends tended to agree 
. with the claim of: the persugéive ‘communication from the outset. 
- Additionally, better educated sub jects were MSY persuaded by the 
two-sided message, Bettinghaus and Baschart (1969), however, in their, 
; replication of the Hovland , et al. “study found no ahgoteseese 
differences with regard to education of subjects and bets susceptibility 


to one=- or two- sided messages. * Ina relevant study on the subject, 


oe 24. ba 


Thistlethwaite and Kamenetsky (1955) found that a two-sided persuasive 


message was more effective than a one-sided persuasive message when the 


\w counter-arguments were familiar to the audience. Most research, 
B however, has been: directed toward the impact of two-sidedness in 
et ae . ’ ey ae 
producing inoculation to persuasion and, is thus not directly relevant 


to the résearch suggested in tHe paper presented here (see McGuire, 1972). 


After ARDALCLULY. assuming that subject familiarity with topic and 
ancanente would be held constant in most sais Cronkhite (1969) 


auninarted work on the subject as follows: | 

The: message in which opposing arguments are at least: mentioned’ ~*, 
and possibly refuted, seems to be most effective jn all cases 
except one: It may be less effective initially if the listener 

has: less than an eighth grade education and already favors the 
position advocated in the communiation. (p. +/199) ¢ 


s 


Thus, it would be expected that message development by use of 
the rebuttal step would almost always yield greater attitude change 
than other conditions. The technique's inclusion in persuasive 
communication before ‘ college audience which initially rates the 
topic "neutrally" or; unfavorably, then, would likely be more effective 


than excluding use of the’ rebuttal. 


The impact of qualifier on attitude change is not completely 
- understood, india: Wenn, for ingtance that the amount of attitude 
change produced may be in direct ratio‘'to the amount of change > 
atvocated (Hovland & Pritzker, 19573 Aronson, Turner & Carlsmith, 
1963). However, in his research review, Whittaker (1967) found a 
group of conflicting studies on the mesaage discrepancy issue. He 
argued a the existence of a curvilinear relationship bebwpen the , 
HOU of change diekahes and the actual production of ahanes. 
al . Patents and Parson (1972) write in their overview of such research: 


The role of ego-thvolvement has alsp received attention. 
Freedman, ,for instance, found that under conditions of low 


involvement the anount of attitude change produced increased 
with the size of the discrepancy. Under conditions of ‘high ego- 
involvement, the amotnt of dharigé produced first increased and 
then diminished as the discrepancy size increased... : 
Whittaker interprets the, results of this study and others from, ‘ 
the social judgment-involvement approach. This’ orientation 
: predicts a curvilinear relationship between the ‘amount -of 
, change requested and produced, The par ters of the curve are 
C determined by an individual's latitudes of agceptance and 
° tay? and these in burn are functionsad his eponsnvelvements 
p. 372) 


‘If the degree of change requested fall intowthe receiver's latitude 
c. = ‘ 


of acceptance assimilation will occur; if the, degree of *shange 


requested falls into the receiver's latitude of rejection constrast: 

will occur and no significant attitude change will be observed, - 
One might expect that a melee developed with a aueite en 

(which would tend to limit the amount of attitude sean advocated) y 

would be the safest move for the prudent "advocate andy hence, could \ 

be expected to ageer wails attitude ae over thdslong run, Thié 

prediction, of course, is reflective of the inability of experimenters 

"to design a single, constant message Which would be known to fall 

within the latitudes of acceptance of & aneuy of different receivers. 

( In summary, notwithstanding that background research has been , x 

completed on isolated agBects of the Toulmin system for message 

development, no investigation has been andedbaten to sipty the 


entire system to the effectiveness of message development. This 


study. seeks to fill this gap in- research on argument and message | i 
~ 
development in persuasive communication, tH 2. @ ' 5 
4 
Statement of Hypotheses és 


With the literature of the i serving asbackgrotind, ue 


following hy ppotheses on the impact of backing, rebuttal, and 


qQuabifier, were advanced: 2 


. 


e- 


* 


, 


’ When presented with a persuasive message including 
.backins for the warrant, subjects will: demonstrate 
significantly, greater change in attitude in the direction 
of the claim of ‘the communiation than subjects presented ° 
with persuasive communication a atcha backing for the 
warrant. ; 
When presented with persuasive communication including 
rebuttal, subjects will demonstrate sighificantly greater:, 
chanfe in attitude.in the direction of the claim of the 
aire hes,” sale eb subjects presented with persuasive 
communication without rebuttal, | . 


When presented with persuasive communication including 

Qualifier suojects will demonstrate significantly greater 

change in attitude in. the directionsof'the claim than 

sub jects, presented with BePSUsyeye communication without 
, Qualifier. : 


Obviously, these hypotheses are based on seplaued research predictions 
. ry ‘ ‘. 


from past research findings. \hen each of these elements works 


in concert with other elements one might predict a major interaction 

effect. “A fourth interaction hypothesis was suggested: © 
When presented with a persuasive communication including 
backing for the warrant, rebuttal, and qualifier, subjects 
will demonstrate significantly greater change in attitude 
‘in the direction of the claim than subjects presented with 
a persuasive communication with any other combination of 
backing for warrant, rebuttal, or qualifier. . 


In essence, this hypwthesis predicts that the greater the degree of 


-message development, the greater should be the change in attitude. 


METHOD 
‘ beads 
One hundred and twenty subjects obtained from the Basic Syeech 

Communication course at 9 Western ire aha were sampléd for this 
study. Such a sample allowed'fifteen responses to be ass signed to 

each experimental condidtion, It eoehe be rioticed that the sample 

size indicated excludes a sample of fifteen subjects said serene 
evaluated the undevolopeddar-;unent. Adg@itionally, the sample 
of Y¥20 subjects was taken from a larger sample of 147... Random selection 


of subjects was accomplished by use of the FORTRAN IV program RAND: 10 


y Ai 


employing non replacement rahdomizetions 
Materials and Keasures 7 

Experimental booklets were constructed contdining the exp eimental 
treatment ‘and’ the attitude Measure. subjects were asked to read’ one. , 
of eight stimulus messages favoring & federally giapentee annual * 


income, This topic was ae based upon previous research completed 


whieh demonstrated that. this. topic was rated inGatreaiy™ i familiar 


"to the student ‘population. is 2o* ¢ a “tye 
‘In. opder. to verify the operationalizations of the Toulmin 
categorizations of mosaage ‘development, an expert jury was consulted. 
Jurors were. seven prof essors‘of art gunentatt on ¢ and graduate students + — 
Speech Communication who’ were known to. be conversant with Bas 
Toulmin Layout {of argument. Jurors were asked to atagrem the ‘ 


experimental arguments and’ agreement on all the cabanas was: Me 


oun to be above the .80 cutoff. Sources for the persuasive 


* 
' 


‘communicat Lon -woze not mentioned, thus providing some assurance 
‘that the souve of communication would be perceived, in all , 
liklihood, a” a neutrally or moderately credible advgcate eee: 
Tompkins & Samovar, 196l). Evidence sourced for backing forthe 
warrant were selected awed upon a previous .pilot.study which 
determined them to be rated of moderate credibility? ° Recency of 
evidence was | controlled by withholding all reference to dates. 
“Language emotivetiess of each werelen of the message development 

_was esnineliee by use of the Human Interest Quotient technique ot © 
‘analysis SEs PES The range of Hat is zero to seventy-three, 
If two message elements have 1! 's approximately equal to one 
another, then their language emotiveness ds said to be approximately 


\. | the same. Given this: range, the messages were deemed ‘to have 
b § . 


: 12 | Raia: & 


Anes : a ; 2 y° 


* - 4 ie Lin 


% approximately equal degrees of language ‘moti veness since their 


(the vorder of the adjectives was. varied and the poles reflected x fel & 


HQ" scores were not separated by more than a standard 7,3 difference. - 


a 


7 ve Four Beven-interval: evaluatively-loaded semantic differential 
an “scales were factor analyzed using a principal components sdlution 
and were found to load on one evaluative facbor: good/bad (.92)3 = Be 3 


wise/foclkeh (9h) 5: positive/nogative (. 92) 5 fair/unfair (.86). 


” from: condition to ‘condition, Extreme’ ‘favorable scores were rated. : : - 


a score ad seven with extreme ROEKET YS: scores pated as a score ‘of 


* Ja" 9 
8 . . a2 nd 


: SHE s : o4 : / ; 
- Frocedures and Design re C cy ee Bye wa 

_ The study featured a factorial design: site line a , Poataneat 
"Only control Breuy (Campbell ‘and Stanley, 1963) design within "each uaa 


‘eell.: ‘Three variables were manipulated ‘with two Levels each. anu des . 


” Backing ‘for the warrant featured two ‘levels: with* “backing and 
«without: backing. Rebuttal ‘featured two lewels: with. rebuttal and 


: Bh a tworby-two-by=two factorial design. 


Statistical Manipulation 


The. booklets were, numbered and placed ‘in random.order by reference 


to a table of anion numbers and aistributed | ‘to subjects in that ‘ 


_entered into a two-by=two=by-two: factorial analysis of variance. 


7 | 
without rebubtal, ; Qualifier featured two Levels: with qualifier. ee 
and: without qualifier. Thus, “three: variables comprised the matrix . 


Subjects: were tested in. their classrooms by -the’ “experimenters, 


order. thus, complete randomization was possible by, use ‘of two: “steps: ‘ ] 
(1) oe assignment of subjects to condi tions and ° (2) random 


selection of ‘subjects from a. larger initial “sample. 


ér 


The post-test attitule scores: for the attitude measures were’ i 


> 


aan 


; package and tested-for significance, Followirt a significant 


: , effect, Sheffe's critical K was computed (xiPk, 1968) to determine 
7 differences between and among cells in the design, Sheffe!ls was 
a ; employed since it is the most powerful multiple comparison method. 
’ “when compourid - comparisons are, made. % é igo \ ao 
‘Comparison with control group scores: was made using Dunnett's 
test. . ; | _ s - » By. od SS 
: Alpha wea set at .05 for all statistical tests. . . 
: j RESULTS 
Results will be considered a control group. comparisons and , ty 
sia hypotheses. : " ee : 
Control Group. Comparisons ‘were accomplished by eeusutenr a | 
one~way analysis of variance for all groups: including the- control 
» group and testing for Significance using the Dunnett method. 
“With a control group riean of 18.0 ‘and. a mean square error of 3.27, 
the control group deviated from only four experiniental groups: 
| with bagking-with rebuttal-no qualifiers. with baqkingeno rebuttal-with ee 
qualifiers without pacity tees ‘ wabalitalans Cans enery no backding- Bt 
no rebuttal-no qualifier , foritical a: 1s 89). : . 
Hypotheses ‘were, tested by the analysis of ‘variance gepawten. 
orn Table 4, One main effect’ was found: significant: on backing . 
fe tlie warrant with bio ‘interaction effects: one on backing: by ° 
rebuttal and one on backing, ‘culls and qualifier. * : 
: depdtiwaie ox one was supported by the presence of the main 
3 2 effect on backing for the warrant. ‘Inspéction ‘of means indicates 


Le “ “insert Table l approximately here _ 


| | MS . . 
that messageg with evidence generally were more persuasive than 


"messages without ovjdeneyh. ; ’ 


eae 


Hypothesis two and ‘hypothesis i were not supported by 


» the results. ; , ot eo 
ae , ‘Similarly, hypothesis four was not ‘supported. . Reference to 


t . 


we Sheffe's test revealed that the message - baie complete evelopment 
was not SUpSrser to all other combinations of message developeent 
elements. . ip ; hee the, A =, 
, A cell. was found, which Konbained ail ints which produced more 7 
attitude change than any other combination of elements: with backings 
- with rebuttal-without qualifier (Re ye 278F critital K: 3.63). 
rs It was additionally found’that an interaction. effect, Ber pon 
backing and rebuttal could be “explained by the fact that the use 
“ of rebuttal was’ péPauasive only when backing for the ieeont was 
also present. Without backing for the - ‘warnaitt #s,bhe use of Hs 
rebuttal seemed to reduce the Satdiegirs impact ‘of the message 2 a A 


(see Table 2 and Tabie 3). - ‘ 


insert Tables 2 and 2 approximately here 


DISCUSSION 
Although ae results supported only one a priori hypothesis; 
these PEST EE offer some valudle answers to the question, what sort 
of argumentative devd}opment in messages facilitates attitude change? 
The support for the traditional prescription that the use of 
evidence is valuable as @ persuasive tool seems quite predictable, 


As such, support for the first hypothesis lend further credence to 


“past research on the effectiveness of evidence in producing attitude 


CRANES. i: ¢ 


The failure to support the second hypothesis is disturbing ' 
given past. research on the sejace, One may question’ whether thee 


mensege's use of a twoesided statement without additional refutation . 


-_« ” : 
: 15 : E 

* = = . . 2. eal “ 

, 8 . 
4 . , 


was a proper use-of rebuttal. ay be that a two sided message 


~_which attempts to ‘take. issue with the alternative viewpoint suggested 
(either explicitly or “implicitly) may be an aA HEEB ea of the 
‘ rebuttal, “Additional research now under way should test this 2 
ALi oats ve explanation, 
The failure to support the third hypothesis should not be’ 
disappointing when one considers that little change was called for 


in the message in the first place, Belief in adoption of a guaranteed 


pte income doesnot require. a major change. in behavior ‘or beliefs. “ 
on. geo of The finding that the use “of vabine, rebuttal, and no- qualifier \ 
: : produced the greatest amount of attitude change is intniguing. -One 


' vondavay however, is the failure. to: the quelifier to have any — 
@ impact. is merely reflective of the. specific operationalization 4: 
5 employed. 4 study now underway by the authors investigates that 
possilility. Heverbielests it seems ‘that, a pattern exists in the. 
development of arguments in MPSSAROR. The most effective ones 
_ seem to employ both evidence and two-sided messages even though- “f 
the :daim of their aveunisat may be unqualified. | ' 


The finding that a- two-sided message was effective in 


ay 
d 


‘prodpo, ne meets change only wien accompanied by & message using 2 
packing for the warrant, poses a major Limftatjon of the past research - 

which investigated two-sided messages. It may be that some of the 
-reseditch which found. no significant message sidedness effect were . 
_ those when excluded ‘evidence from the operational messages, If 

ro so, the past nessarch should be seriously reconsidered. The. point 

‘of the matter appears: to be that message asvetopubne cannot be considered . 

Andependentiy from’ other factors of neesane ‘eine eae which 

add elements to the mph Sag: ial aii pool. “This message’ ' sidedness- 


evidence interaction poses, sone amie provoking questions about 


Eee i 
gg . : 
ie. ond . 
* * . 
’ f ‘ 


, past pesearch undertakings on message variables. : 
Nevertheless, some find Pantone on. tis results of this study : 
- “~ ~~. must. be mentioned briefly. First, there is a question’ of whether 
: any, ‘set of gifferent message attributes-=no matter how chrefully ath Ae 
‘stnatpietahewas be comp dnable in ways no specified by the experimenter. 
: Although controls ‘were placed on sources, evidence, language = ' 
emotiveness, and the-like, “one “cannot be sure that the message units 
were comparable in all other important ways. Perhaps message 
, length--as mach as any factor of argument development--contributed 
' to the effectiveness of cetain combinations and the failures of 
other combinations in producing ‘attitude changad effects, Second, 
there is a very strong claim which can be made for the argument 
that argument Pits As is unimportant in all but adversary AOuTINES *. 
‘As such, the researchsreported here may be Limited by attempting 
\ _ to test in one setting what is most properly commonly observed in 
quite a different. setting. Third, ‘the study made no ‘attempt to 
" .. determine aay credibility effects attributed to ‘the advocate hone j 
identity was unknown in the experiment. a is not possible to entirely 
eliminate the alternative sipldantaan that: credibility effects 
iy seriously ponfoundea the study--the form of ‘such confounding, - 
at seit does not seem readily apparent, : ; *s 
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FOOTNOTES ° 


' 
lIn a pilot survey of thirty-one subjects selected from the larger population, 
Five topics were assessed on.a seven-point “fami iar-unfami liar" scale. The 
guaranteed income topic was chosen since it, proved $b be a topic of ‘neutral! s 


tal 


familiarity. 
~ 
Fifty magazine titles were chosen from the Reader's Guide to Periodical 
| Literature ‘and evaluated by a. group of thirty-four subjects on McCroskey's 
‘credibility’ scales (Scales for the measurement of sche, Speech. Monographs * 
(1966), 33, 65- 72) which had been factor analyzed for this population and 


> 


gue to yield two evaluative factors, ‘luthori tativeness and character. Thus 
magazines which scored within the ‘neutral’ scale interval were selected for .~‘ 


Cy 4 4 
use in the study. ; re eae ‘&, 
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“TABLE 1 
ANALYSIS OF VARIAICE OF SPELTUDE SCORES aes S 
ene ate ee OTTO ENT SPOTS SY ATES Sere Meme Orem 7 
SOURCE D.F. MEAK SQAURE °< - Fr 
Backing (evidence) 1 421.875 11.618 *~ 
Rebuttal (two-sided) mt 3,008 <1 
Qualifier (discrepancy): 1 37.408 “+ 3,030 ® 
Backing X Rebuttal 1 323.408 8.906 * 
Backing X Qualifier i 52.008 1.4352 
Rebuttal X Qualifier 1 12.675 <1 
Backing X Rebuttal X Ad 
Qualifier 1 210.675 5.802 * 
ERROR 112 36.313 _ 
* Significant at .05 level ; , 
‘ TABLE 2 
. TABLE OF MEANS , Bes ) 
2. & z & % . . 
"With Backing «, -— Without Backing 
Wath vithout With without 
‘Rebuttal kebuttal * Rebuttal Rebuttal 
LL LLL LLL LL LLL LLL LLL LLL LLL OLE Lt Ca 
With. : 111 121 211 221 ' 
Qualifi- 19,87 20.2 < 16.8 18.4 
er 
Qualifi- 
er ‘ 


Fossible =< 7 to 28. 


